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INTRODUCTION 


On Friday, April 4, 1969, Chairman L. M~ndelRivers, House 
Armed Servicks Comlnktee. received a mimeograph4 letter from Mr. 
Ron Ridenhour of phoenix, Arizona. In thG letter Mr. Ridenhour 
detailed various conversations he had with individuals formerly as-
s i s ed  to 11th InPantrg Brigalde,which indicated that a lr~rgennhber 
of the inhabitants of rl, Viet~lamesevillage, known RB Pinkville, had 
beenkilled by troops from "Cv~ o r n ~ a n ~ , ' i s tBattalion, 20th ]Infantr , 
on March 16, 1968. I n  view of the specific details provided by d* 
%denhour, including map coordinates of ths village, nanles of indi-
viduals involved, and names of witnesses, a co y of the letter was sent 
to the Department of the Army on Monday, l p r i l  7,1969, with s, re-
quest t ha t  the allegations be in~restigated.A second copy of the Biden-
hour letter was received at  the Committee oEce on April 7th from 

P 

tatlive Momis K. Udallof - Hrizonaat. 
a letter from the Army achowledgd 
st md adviwtl that a report had becn requwted from 

advised th i i  the hvestigation w& being tr * d to the 
anera1 for action. It further advised that, sf the t h e  whicln 
would b q u i r e d  w investigate the allegation, a k a l  reply could not 
b expwM for some time. 

By it letter d s t d  Sepbmbr  5th9the &partment of the 
while i t s  invfistigation was continuing, charges 
gainst Lh. William L. Galley not later than September 6th. 
ber 8th the Committee Chief Gunsel and Assistant Chief 

invmtigation. By s, iett6r dated ~o'vember12,1969, the c o  
advised tiiay)eI drticla 32 investigntion of Lt. Calla7 
complt&ion, u t  that investirgrttion of others involvd was continuing. 
Then, on November 14tl advised that S.Sgjt. D a ~ dMitehdl 
h d  bem char@ with h inhwt to C B ~ I E  

an Rivers, on ber 2$,1969? slnnounced from the H o u s ~  
Floor that the Amod Services Invwt~gatiwSubcommittee had 

with all informathn it, had on the all@& incident at Phkville. He 
said the Subcommittee\ would examine tha matter and determi.ae 
wl~etl~er Seere-further inquiv was warranted. Also on Novemnber a:, 
taw E~wrand Geh. Wrestmoreland announmd the s~~cain tmmtof 
1dt.l &$a. Wihliam 8. Peers "to explore the nature snaascoDsof the 
origi~~8~2 of thi so-called EvEy Lai incidGnt."Arxa.9 inva~t~igation 

(21 




The Investigating Subcommit tee heard testimony from Secretary 
of the A m y  St:lnley Besor on November 26tlr. Further hearings were 
delayed because of the failure of the A r ~ r l yro supply all tlre informa-
tion requested by Chairman Rivers,  and also because of the Army's 
ra?luctnlzceto make witnesses av:~il:xbJeto the Subcommit tee until after 
they had testified before the Peer-s Inql~iry .After Ilearuirlg Lt. Hugh
(1. Thompson, Capt. Ernest me din:^, and Lt. (;en. Peers, Chttirman 
Rivers tlnnounced on i~ecember12th that, 21s :I result of the lisarings 
conducted by the Investigating Subcommittee, it liild bee11 concluded 
tllat it ~ ~ o u l d  go into tnis matterbe "necessary that the Sul~colnmittee 
of the My Lai incident in depth." ITe therefore amrounced the appoint-
ment, of rt special subcommittee composed of the following members : 
Hon. F. Edward NQbert (D-La.), Chairman ;Hon. Samuel S.Stmt-
ton (U-N.Y.) ;Won. Charles S. Gubser (K-Calif.) ;and Non. William 
L. Dickinson (R-iPln.). 

On December 19th Chairman Rivers addressed the following letter 
to Congressman H6bert : 
Hon. F. EDWARDR~BERT, 
Aouse of Represmtatives,
W ~ h i ~ g i : o n ,D.C. 

DEAR~ J R .  :AS you will recall, on December 12, 1969, I an-H~BERT 
nounced that I had directed the Investigating Subcommittee to make 
a preliminary examination of the. March 16, 1968 My Lai incident in 
order that a determir~ation could be made as to wlt-iat further action 
might be indicated. 

As a result of that examination, a decision mas mnched that an in-
depth investigation of the matter should be carried out,. I n  making 
this decision I was motivated in part by the fact that the only inves- 
tigation being made of the allegations was that of the Department of 
the Army. This should not be interpreted as an impugning of that 
investigation inany way, but because of the seriousness of the charges, 
I believe i t  imperative that R, completely independent assessment of 
the case should be made by the Armed Services Committee. Therefore, 
pursuant to Committee Resolution No. 4, T have appointed the follow- 
ing Subcommittes composed of you as Chairman and Congressmen 
Stratton, Gubser, and Dickinson. 1am also appointing former Con-
gressmen Porter Hardy, Jr. and Charles E. Ralleck xs special con- 
sultants to the Subcommittee. 

Your Subcommittee will examine all pertinent documents and take 
the testimony of such witnesses as might bc necessary to permit you 
to make a full report to  me as soon as po~sible. Such report should 
cover the following : 

at  was tho nattture of the military action on March 16, 
1968 a t  My Lai, South Vietnam, conducted by Company C, Task 
Force Barker, of the America1 Division " 

were the orders under which the said Company nas 
that da;y8 
was the result of the Company's action? 

(4) Did such action result in the deliberate ltilling of innocent 
South Vietnamese civilians by U.9. forces, or the unnecessary 
destruction of private property ! 





Although lack of coopern:iorl on the part of the Department of the 
Army seriously impeded %nildelnyed the work of the Subcommittee, 
its investigation has now been completed. However, the transcript of 
testimony is classified and will not be released nnti l  final disposition 
has been made of all criminal cases now pending or which may arise 
from the My Lai affair. This impounding is deemed necessary since 
the record contains matter which, if published, might be considered 
by the C;overnment or the. defendants to he 

However, because of the sensational manner in which a sifmificant 
portion of the news media reported the My Lai incident, the Sub- 
commit& feels obliged to attempt to put material events in a proper 
perspective in s.publlo report. 

During its investig&tior~the Subcommittee interviewed 152 wit-
nesses, held 16 days of  hearings, took 1812 pages of sworn testimony, 
and reviewed hundreds of documents. I n  addition, the Subcommittee 
staff took 3,04$5pages of statements from witnesses. The Subcommittee 
nIao conducted a field investigation in Vietnam. 

FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS 

1. There is r.o question but that a tragedy of major proportions 
involving unarmed Vietnamese, not in uniform, occurred at My Lai 4 
on Marc11 16, 1968, as a result of military operations of units of the 
*4rnerical Division. 

2. This matter was promptly reported, at least in part, to the Task 
Force Gornmander, the Commander of the 11th Brigade, the Com- 
mender of "B" Company, 123rd Aero Scouts, the Commander of the 
123rd Aviation Battalion, the Division Artillery Chaplain, the 
Division Chaplain, the Division 5--5, the Division Chief of Stagi ar, 
Assistant Division Commander, and the Comii-lander of the America1 
Division- Thsn is also testimony that, the Third Marine Amphibious 
Force (1x1MAF) received sufficient information about this incident 
to have reported it  to the Military Assistance Command Vietnam 
(MACV). 

3. The matter was also reported to the U.S. Intelligence Community, 
composed of civilian and military advisors, to the South Vietnamese 
Son Tinh District Chief, and to the Province Chief of Quang Ngai 
Paro~nw. 

4. Although there were three reporting cllannels that should have 
brought the My Lai allegations to the attention of III MAF, there is 
no evidence that two of these channels did so, and the third channel 
fnnct.ioned inadequately. 

5. There is no evidence that the My Lai allegations were reported to 
IJACW, although directives in effect at that time made such reporting
mandatory on the part of all military and staff . . personnel having 
knowledge of, or receiving a report of, sacl: an izcldent,. Commanders 
and MACV stag sections had a special obligation in this respect. 

6. It could reasonably be concluded that responsible officers of the 
America1 Division and 11th Brigade failed to make adequate, timely 
investigation and repor*, of the My Lni allegations.

7. hArmy photogmpher and an Arnly reporter, both assigned to 
the Brigade Public Information Office, wore desipated to accompany 
the Task Force Barker operation at My Lai on March 16, 1968. Al-



9. On the afternoon of March 16, 1968, an circler was given by 
radio to the Commander of "C9?Company of Task Force Barker to 
return to My Lai 4 that day to determine the sex, age and cause of 
death of those civilians killed. That order was immediately counter-
manded by the Commander of the America1 Division, who was moni-
toring the frequency on which the order was transmitted. He testified 
that he did so for tactical reasons. Hoaever, there is no evidence that 



to hlieve that anything untoward Imd happened in tha t  llamlet on 
March 16,1968. Documentary evidence, ho~vever,established that one 
organization attached to an intelligence agency had n roport us early 
as March 18th, alleging the killirlg of civilians at Son My. 

15. Our Intelligence, personnel, whom one might renson~Myexpect 
to bo able to detect or verify nn incident of such mapi tude ,  apparently 
saw fit to dismiss all allegations concerning it, as communist propa- 
ganda, altl~oughmost of these allegations, which came to them through 
the South Vietnamese officials, were specific as to time, place and units 
involved. Failure to fully investigate and report these nllegztions to 
higher authority raises a serious question as to  the reliability arld use-
fulness of our intelligence activities in this area. 

16. Tlieri! was a surprising xnd almost unbelievable lack of recollec-
tion on the part of many of the S~lbcommittee witnesses whose respon- 
sibility to investigate the original My Lni allegations should have 
caused a more lasting impression on their minds as to the incidents 
and events int~olved. 

17. The ground troops involved in the nction at  MYLai 4 had been 
in Vietnam less than four months, but during that t m e  had received 
many casualties as a result of mines, booby traps and sniper fire. 
s&.C 49 Company had suffered 42 -ualties since it had been assigned 
to Task Force Barker on January 26, 1968, thereby reducing its 
strerigth by about one-fourth. 

18. IT;an action in the My Lxi area in mid-February 1968, one of 
the Task Force Barker units had been pinned down by heavy mortar, 
rocket and small arms fire from figl~tingbunkers. Fire was so ittense 
that concentrated artillery fire was required in order to extract the 
unit. I n  n subsequent nction in February, hesvy opposition was 
encountered at My Lai 5 and My Lai 6. After an all-day fight, the 
Commander of Company was severely wounded and numerous 
other American casualties resulted. I t  was necessary to call in ,qun-
ships and artillerg f ire on hhe hamlets in order to prevent the pclssiblble 
annihilation of the h e r i e a n  troops. 

19. The units involved in the My Lai operation had minimal train-
ing with respect to the handling of civilians under the Rules of En-
gagement and the Geneva Conventions. 

20. At the company briefing the day prior to the My Lai 4 action, 
the troops %.ereadvised that, all civilians were expec-ted to be gone 
from the hamlet at  the time set for the nssault. The troops mere 
aclvised that they were to destroy the hamlet and make it unusable 
as a base camp for the Viet Cong 48th Battalion. No specific instruc- 
tions were given as to the handling of civilians in the event any were 
encountered. I 


21. The Subcommittee finds that, based upon the testimongr it has 
received, it would be unfair to attribute misconduct to all members 
of Task Force BarArer. Tho% who may have violated the Rules of 
Engagement mere the exception. 

22. As a part of the March 16th operation, the actual insertion of 
troops was to he preceded by artillery fire. Although this was to be 
directed at the western side and edge of the hamlet. some of the shells 
ilnpacted within (.hehamlet itself. Gunships were also used in colanee-



tion with the operation. It appears that the artillery and gunships 
accounted for some civilian casualties. At the conclus~onof the srtil-
lery fire, several hundred villagsrs left the area and pmceeded down 
the road to Quang Ngai unharmed, Later that day, appmxirnately 
80 residents of the Son My area were directed by troops of "C9'Com-
pany to leave the combat area and to go to a refugee camp, 

23. The helic?p!ter pilot who first reported om civilian casualties 
at My Lai 4 and hls two crew members were given military decorations 
for actions on March 16, 1968 at My Lai 4 on the basis of statements 
wknieh were at substanr>ialvariancd with the truth, 
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encountered in t.he vicinity of My Lai 5 and My Lai 6. Artillery fire 
and air strikes were called in on those hamlets to aid the attack. The 
fight hstled all a h m o o n  before. the enernv was outflanked and with-
d k w  eastward. On the foll d ~ yu.S. troops again moved into ' 
My kai I. There they  found e tunnels, which had been destmved 
inWtheprevious operation, were already beihg rebuilt. Sixty-eight VC 
were reported killed during the first day of this operation and five 
weapom captured. %tal U.S. casualtitw mere three killed and 28 
wounded. 

On January 27th "C" Company, 1st Battalio:?, 20th I n i a n t ~ ,was 
o%cially attached to Task Force Barker. It immediahly bemn 

Force. &ring the 'ht  offensive in *early 
blocking position along the Song Ham Glang 
boundary of the Task Force area of operation. 
position, Capt. Medina observed a colu 
bwponk anhi acks wi g from their Tet attack on &an 
Ngal City mamoving bTy Lai 4 and Pinkville in the 2n 
ARVN Division areaof operation. Women and children were ~bse~rved- -. - - - -
in the column carrying weapons and assisting in carlying the dead. 
Refom permission could be obtained to fire into %he2nd AR 

I,-.m a . . aI sion AO, the column had disappeared- .  from view. -. a

"UJ7Gompamy had not ermgagedl in any major combat actloma dunng 
Januaq and February. I ts  operations consisted mainly in assign- 
ments which did not offer a real possibility of closing with the enemy. 
Yet, despite its limited enemy contact, the  company lost one-fourth of 
its a~lthorizedstrength due to mines, booby traps and sniper fire, suf -
dering 42 casualties while assigned to Task Force Barker prior to the 
QI- -.* . - - - *..s ..a

Mar@kaI6$&1 opmtion. For example, om Wabrusv 25tki, while msvi 
iato a blockine position, C'C99Companv became entrapged in a V 

seven mine explosions resulting in one -killed and 15 wounded.- - 03%that-
ownsisn one ~latosnbecame so enmeshed in the mine field bhat I t  had 
to be extmctld by helicopter. Then on Msreh 14th a platoon serge& 
was killed and fobr mem6ers of the company woundedby a booby%rapo 
PeychoZogical E f e c h  of Viet Gong Tmtics 
In a war such as that in Vietnam, our fmcw in the field must live 

for extended ~eriodsof time in the shadow of violent death and in 
constant fear of being crippled or maimed by booby traps and minw. 
And added to this is the fact that this is not war in the c~~lilventiosnal 
snase. $he enaeglirv is often not in uniform. farmer or a holasewife or 
R c ~ l dbv dav hav well be the eneniv bv night, fashioning or: setting:
mines ttLd b60by imps9or giving aih, EomFord md assist';ince to th5 

ed enemy troops. TTnder such circumstances, one can under-
stand how it might beEome incmasingly difficult for bur troops to ac-
cept the idea that manv of those who kill them b y  night s8mehow be-
come "innocent civiliinsit by dda-y. khderstand~ibly,-such conditions 
can warp attitudes and mental pr ses causiv  temporary- - -. deviation 
from nomalit8 of action, F ~ S B I E ,or And the demw ofsense 08 ~ 8 ' 1 1 ~ ~ .  
deGation mayuveT with kach i n a ~ d u a l .  

4 T 4 M  





There does not appear to have been any instruction given concern-
ing the handling of civilians who might be encountered during the 
operation. According to Gen.Westmoreland, an outline of those pro-
cedums was required to be included in the briefing for each combat 
operation.

At the conclusion of the briefing; Lt. Col. Barker took the command-
ing oficers of tho rifle companie<in his helicopter and. pointed out to 
each of them the areas assimed to their companies and the course of 
their movements t h ~followhg day. 

Capt. Medina testified that, arch 15, he told the 
troops that inblligence 48th VC Battalion wra, 
located in My Lai 4, and would probably outnum-
ber them about two to o could expect to find s. 
well-fo~ifiedene the asssaullt had been 
scheduled at 673 al daybreak time in 
order to allow the women and children time to d e ~ a dthe hamlet for 
their morning marketing. He then told the troops that the hamlet was 
to be destroyed. He mid they had been authorized to burn buildin@, 
clestroy food, kill livestock, and close the wells. He told the assembled 
troops they would have an &unity to get even with the 48th VC 
Battalion for the casualties had suffered from mines, booby traps
and sniper fire. He did n e the troops any instruction on the 
handling of noncombatan mifit be found in the hamlet. 

Capt. Medina then described the &tails of the "C9,Company assault. 
The first clatom would s w e e ~the southern sector of the hamlet while 
the seconh platcon would m&e through the northern part. A 66clesr" 
element from each platoon would go thro~lghand push everybody out 
of the village as rapidly as possible Lo an open area, east of the sillage.
A demer?t from each platloon would then search h o u s ~ ,  
bwkers, tunnels, etce Finally, n "destroy9' element would move 
through9 burning the buildings and killing the livestock 

Operation of March PG9 IS8 

During the early morning hours of March 16th, "A" Company 
moved southward, on foot, into its blocking positions on the north 
ba& of the, Son Diem Diem River. The Company suflerd one killed 
andtwo wounde intalrirag UP its positions, 

The artillery preparaLron for -the assault by "C" campally lasted 
approximately five minutes. Testimony established that the plan called 
for the artillem to i m ~ a c t  on the landinn zone and in the tree line 
west of the h<mlet. FI?~witnemes testifiecd that some of tie rounds 
im acted within the hamlet itself. 

i t  0730 hours, after the artillery preparation had mirrated, ths 
first lift of Company "C9?was inserbd into a landing zone w a t  of 
My Lai 4. Capt. Medina reported the landing zone as b'coldv, i.eezhe 
was not receiving G F ~ .Shortly thereafter, however, a helicopler pilot 
contradicted and said the landing zone was "hot". Gunships delivemd 
suppressive fire into the tree line snd the village beyond. The s 
lift brought in the remaining elements of the Company at 09147 hours 
n>ndthe movement througl~the village began. 



Col. Henderson stated that he had seen two different groups of 
bodies, in total about eight, which appeared to be noncombatants in the 
locality of My Lai. 4. He said that he had reported his observation to 
Gen. Koster at about 0930 hours. 

Lt. Hugh C.Thompson (who was a, Warrant Officer in March 1968), 
the pilot of the observation helicopter, testified that he saw approxi- 
mately 50 bodies in a ditch east of My TJai 4. Lt. Thomr~sonsiatod 
that the only pemon he actually saw killed by a U.S. soldier was s 
woman ~rasshot by an American r n ~ t n i n . ~  

Other helicopter nilots also observed what they believed to be an 

~ ~ n u s u n l 
nllmber o f  bodies in and around BIy Lai 4. One testified that 
upon his arrival about 1000 hours, he obsrveir a total of nhout 150 

3 Capf. Ikfdina both i n  testimony Sefore this  ~ubcornmittee and in public s t ~ t e r n e n t ~ ,  
bole adn?Sitc? *?-ithe was tBe  offleer who shot the woman in the  scene observed by Lt. 
Thonajlgsson. Riw c~xn!gznaefcm s f  the cireumskances surr~oundingt h a t  nhootinag sugpaests that 
te was not a. wanion aci, but P Q ~ ~ P P "  a ~01dierunder81 reflexive, self-defenraive action by
the prmsaarw of a combat s"ltnaCfou. 
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bodies, most of whic oilred to be women and children, at several 
focltktion~snea,rl the The larssst g r o u ~he observed. akas~aeoxi-
n:k~tely75, was in s, ditch om the eag side &&her ~ i l o ttes'tige'd that 
hw ha&observed about 25 bodies scattered along thgroad to the south 
ah-1another 5 to 10bodies in a ditch et;ik of the hamlet, 

The pilot of Lt. Col. Aktarker's Command acd Corltrol Helicopter 

landt~don tke tm11. soutkh. of the hamlet to oavacuab a wounded man 

from "C"Company. He testified that he saw a grou of 15 to 20 bodies 

on t h ( ~mad that borders the southern edge of My Eai 4. He also saw
- m# 

a, few bwodiesnorth of the village.
Capk. Ernest Medina, testified that he observed a total of 20 to 28 


'Pacjdiesin the area south of Mv Lai 4 at about 1800 hours. ShodBv after 

that obst?rvntion, Capt. ~ e & n areceived a radio message fi6m the 

Task Force Operations Oficer directing him to instruct his men that 

jema, civilians were to be killed. He testified that he immediatsls. passed 

that instruction to his platoon leaders and received an acknowledge-

men$ from each of them. 


It appears that word of civilian cesultIties remhed the Tactical Op-
erations-- Center (TOC) of Task Force Barker -e some time before 1000 
hours. The sergeant in charge of communic~tionsfor  Task Force 
Barker testified that lle iieard P, ,report from a pilot, either in person 
or by radio, that there were wome; nnd childrin o d  there, an3 pos- . 
s i b l ~civilians irere re being shot. The Tntellirsrence Ser~eant. who was 
als; at the TOC, recalls transmissio~lf r o g ~ a i .Wzke. command-
ingr OfIicor of the Aero Scout Com~anv.that tl;e Task l?orce troo~s 
w& killing civilians. He believod that ;he message mas relayed to dt. 
Col. Barker, who stated that he had heard it. He further recalled that 
Maj*Watke personally came to t:ie TOC a short time later and tallred 
to the Task Force Barker Operations OEcer. One of the Task Force 
staff &cem recalled s serjort fm*oma pilot about somehdv being shot 
near the road. Each of thbse witnesses remembers that the operit,ions 
o%cer initiated an instmctiou, bv radio. directing the- tr00ns h 'Bmk- - -r- -- - ---
out for wornell and childmn. ~ h i i a ~ ~ a r & t l vwas The message received 
by Capt. Medina, sups, arAdrelay&dAtohis subordinates. 

V 

tion of Vietnamese Nmornbata&s by Helicopter 
At some time about 1030hours, WO Thompson landed his helicopter 

east of My Lai 4 in the vicinity of U.S. troops. His stated purpose in 
landing rtt that place was to induce some Vietnamese women and 
childrelo to leave e bunker in which he had seen them hiding.

The first soldier who met WO Thomlsson tmtified that he was unable 
to undeljstand him due to the noise ofAthehelieopter. Thompson then 
a ~ ~ r o a c h e dthe lieutenant in charge of the erohd troops and asked 
h;k if there was any way he coula get the &ople out of the bunker. 
According to Thompson, his reply '(was to the effect 'the only way
1 could get them out is with a hand gwnade', or something of that 
order." Be testified that he couldn't sp&ifictllly8reca11 his conksatlion 
with the lieukenant. He further testified thth nobody attern 

, prevent him from getting the Vietnamese to come out of the 
nor did they attempt to interfere with the helicopter evacuation of 
those ~ e o ~ l e .The Vietnitlnese were induced by Thompson to leave the 
nlsce h6hicll they hmd been hiding. One of the gunships accompany-
ing him landed, a-sd in i s o  trips evacuated the Vietnamese to a loca-
tion e few miles awayegr. 
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Since there have been newspaper stories that Mr. Thompson had 
ordered his gunner and crew chief to fire on the American troops if 
they should atternpt to interfere with him, he was examined in some 
detail OD that question. He stated that his crew trained the helicopter 
guns so "they -were just covering us on the ground. I didn't want to 
get caught in a crossfire. I didn't want Charlie to sneak up  behind 
our people and shoot." 

Because of several. substantial inconsistencies in Thompson's story, 
and because of his apparent inability to be respoi~sive to certain ques- 
tions, which sought to elicit clarifying information, the subcommittee 
found his testimony difficult to evaluate. For  example, in an effort to 
determine the nature of certain instructions allegedly given by Thomp- 
son to his crew, and the circumstances under which they mere giver, 
the following colloquy took place : 

Mr. REDDAN.On that particular occasion, did you h u e  any 
conversation with your gunner or crew chief prior to setting 
down? 

Lt. T~onapso~.Yes, sir, but I can't remember the exact 
wordsof what H said. 

.Mr.R m a ~ .iVhat were they about! 
Capt. Jorr~sow (Thompson's legal counsel). May we 

have a moment ? 
Mr. EEDDAN.Ye6 

Lt. THOMPSON.
I remember telling them to cover me when 

I got off of the aircraft. 
Mr. REDDAN.You told your gunner and crew chief to cover 

you ? 
Lt,THOMPSON.Yes. 

Mr. REDD-4~.
For what purpose ? 

Lt.THOMPSON.
I f  I started getting shot at. 
Mr. REDDAN.W l o  mas going to shoot at you? Had you 

been shot at  that morning, ctt any time ? 
Lt. T ~ r o x ~ s o ~ .No, sir, I don't believe so, but I hadn't been 

walkillg around on the ground either. sir. 
Mr. REDDAN.Had you heen flying around at shoestring 

levd for sometime before you put  down a t  that particular 
time 8 

Lt. %OXPBON. Iwould say it was about an hour and-I 
wouid say yes, sir, I had been flying around for some time. 

Mr. REDDAN.DO you know whether anyone had shot at 
you?

Lt.THOMP~ON.B don't think I had been shot at, sir. 
* * * * * 

- 3Trs REDMN.Well, you hadn't seen any VC around lately.
feu had besn dying around there at grasstop lev& a1-I morn-
ing, and as far as you know, nobody had shot ctt you. And 





I ask one question. You did not order 

Mr. OUB~ER.I concede that there could be a big difference 
batmeen a statement which might have been misinterpreted, 
and an order, but I asked you did you give an order, and I 
th;nk you ought to remember whether you did or not? 

Lt. THOMPBQH,I did not give an order to shoot Arnaricalls, 

Mr. GWBXR.Did YOU specifically give an order to cover you 
against Americans ? 

Lt. THOMPGON.To the best of my knowledge I did not, sir. 

ship and covered him. 
Mr. R ~ D A N .YOUstayed on this ship ?1 
Mr. COTBURN.NO,we got out of the ship, me took our guns 

d ~ ~ them) ~tmi!t ~ ~ k  of the ship with 3s. 

Bfr. REDDAN.Yes. 




Mr. COLBURN.And just stayed within 15 meters o f  the ship. 
Mr. REDDAN.Well, now, j70t1 sag you covered him. What. 

did you mean by that 1 
Mr. COLBURN.I covered the pilct. I covered Mr. Thonlpson.
Mr. REDD-IN.Wllnt were you protecting him from t You 

hadn't seen any TTCthat rnonlirlg except the one fcIlow that 

Mr. REDDAN.Yes. You were there then to protect the ship
and Thompson from the VC ? 

Mr. COEBURM.Yes. 
Mr.REDDAN.Did he tell you to do that 'l Was that standard 

operating procedure 8 
Mr. C O L B ~ M T *yes. 

Mr. REDDAN.Standard operating procedure.

Mr. CBLBURN..Yes. 

Mr. R-EDDAN.
Did he give you rtny.instruetions as to what to 

Mr. C O L B U ~ .He  said that if any of the America1 soldiers 
opened up on the civilians while he was getting them out of 
the bunker, that. we sllould shoot them. 
Alr. RE~~DA.N.Shoot the Americans ? 
Mr. COLBURN.Yes, that we should. 

Mr. R ~ D A N .What was it 8 



Mr. GWBER.Enelny fire. VC fire ? 
Mr*COLBO~RN. 
Mr. GUBBRR.It was not your impression, then, that he was 

him from American soldiem ? 

Mr. H~BERT.And any statement made by anybody that Mr. 
Thompson gave orders to shoot hmerican soldiers would be 
false P 

Mr. Comuaw. Yes. 
Mr. %BERT. And that your gunner, the chief, the crew 

cllief, I understand is a casualty. He is dead, I understand. 
MP. ~JOEIE$URN.yes. 
hXr.HBERT.YOUwere the only two men that had guns on Z 
Mr. Comnazw. Yes. 
Mr. H ~ E R T .And you got out, you and your crew chief got 

out to ewer Mr. Thompson, not against American soldiers! 
not pointing your guns at the American soldiers m the 
ground 8 

Mr. COLB~N.No. I 

It&. ~ B E B T .YOUgot out to cover him from Viet Cong fire, 
and not from American fire 8 
MS.~ O ~ U R N . 
YM. 


BERT. yes, what 8 
Mr. COLB~N. covered him from enemy fire.Yes,we 

ME+. From snem
H~~BERT. fire and not from American fire! 
Mr. Gommrs.Not frsrm d lmsriean fire. 

.And that was never your inbntion. However, 
ou, in a genernl conversation, if an American 
rn getting those peo e out, shoot him? 

Mr. C o ~ n m - ~ .He said they shou 
Mr. H~~BERT.They shouldbe shot. 

Mr. C o ~ n m t ~ . 
Yes.Just for what they were trying-

.We are just trying to find out what he said. 
They should be shot. 

Mr. Comwrq. Yes, for what he th.ought they morc doing. 
Mr. GUBEIER.YOUare presenting that as a paraphrsset
MrmC o m m ~ ~Yes. 
Mr. REDDAN.m a t  you are saying is like someone :%jays he 

should be hung for doing that! 
Mr. COI;BBWN,Yes. 

Mr. REDDAN.And he said to you "If thtjy. shoot these fellas 


while I am getting them out, they should be shot ?" 

Mr. @ O ~ ~ B N . 
yes. 

Mr. REDDAN.ISthat what you mean ? 

Mr.C O I , B ~ N . 
yes. 
Mr. REDUN. And he wasn't directing you or your cmw 


chief to shmt a$tlhem ? 

fMTr. C O L B ~ .NO.And both the crew chief and my~&!lf 

understood that. 
Mr. REDDAN.Yes. Did you have any reason to fear t h ~ t  

you might be shot by Americantroops! 
Mr. C O L B ~ N -NO. 



Repwt of WO Thompson 
WO Thompson testified that when he rsturnd to LZDottie about 

Noon on March 16, he reported his observations of civilian casualties 
to his Company Commander, Mej. Frederick Watke. No memorandum 
was made of that report and the memories of the pknciPals diBer as 
to its dehils. The details of the report and of Thompson s subequent 
interview by Col. Henderson are of critical importance since each of 
the persons who subsequently reeeiverl the report has a different rec-
ollection of what, he was told. 

In  testimony before the Investigating Subcommittee, Colnmittee 
on Armed Services, in December 1963, Mr. Thompson did not attempt 
to $ve the details of that report. We stated that, L'MyCO either called 
me, or Iwent to see him, I don't remember which it mas. I told A?'1m to 
the best of my howledge basically what Itold the G ~ n e r d ,this was 
et lot more clear in mv mind at that time". 

Later in that sa& tedimony he elaborated on his report to this 

Mr. H~BERT. you reported to your superior in yourNOW 

own liae of duty that you saw those bodies 8 


Mr. THOMPBON.
Yes, sir. I reported that and also the one 
that I saw the Captain shoot. 

Subsequ.-rltly during that same hearin Mr. Tllompson was in- . 

termgated t hut his later report to Col. %endemon. His testimony 
regarding that interview was no more definite. He testified as follows : 

Mr. LENNON.I n  your mind, the person you learned was 
he next day, did you tell him what 
e about seeing sommlle you identi 

Mr. THOMP~~ON.Yes. 
Blr.LXNION.Did -yo2tell him also you saw people, riflemen, 

shoot men, civilian men !Think carefully about that. 
Mr. THOMPBON.Not that I remember, sir. 
Mr. LENNON.YOUdon't recall having told the man you 

subsequently learned was Col. Henderson that you, the heli-
copter pilot, ccmplained to Col. Henderson about U.S. rifle-
mel: shooting Vietnamese men ? You don't recall that ? 

Lt.THOMPSON.Idon't remember saying it,sir. 
Mr. LENNON.Did you tell him about your apprehension 

re arding the bodies you saw in a ditch!fit. THOMPBON.I can't remember what I told 6 1 .  Wen-
demon. 

Mr. LENNON.MI YOU can s ecifically and &finitely wmem-
ber is the incident related egedlg to the injured woman? 

Lt.T ~ o ~ ~ s o w .Yes, sir. 

In an effort to clarify the substance of the report, the matter wm 
further pursued during IJ~.Thompson's testimony before the Special 
Subcommittee in April 1989. That tstimony is as follows: 

BAr. B?EE)DAN.When did you first report whai you had seen 
t h ~ tday tto Maj. Watkel: 

Lt. THOMPBON. after we got back uf?f the1 believe it w % ~  
mission. After I got back from &ang Ngai PPospital, sir. 



Mr. EEBESAN.Did YOU make anv transmissions in an effort 
to stop what you thought mas wrong out there that day?

Lt. THC~MX~BON. suso 1-1 don't remember if I1 am ~ r e t t y
called back to any, y O i  know, higher headquarters at the 
time, bectbuse I didn't see anybhing done that was wrong. I 
saw the raftermath of what appeared to have been wrong. 
&$re RE~DDAN.Did you see what has h e n  described as indis-

criminate firing!
LtT s o ~ ~ s o ~ .No, sir. * * * 
Mr. REDDAW.But you made no complaints that you had 

observed indiscriminate firing or unnecessary firing ? 
Lt. Tlro~~soru.To the best of my knowledge?1didn't, sir. 
Mr. LM,LY.As bst you recall, Mr. Thompson, what did you 

I that Ihave, you h o w ,  said the same 
thing, j-wtlike, you know, talking to you all,about the ditch, 
about t1.1ebuder. 

As wwe!! as ym. rrecall it, just tell us what you
told hilna 8 

Lt. '$.'E(B~BoN.,Tush told him that I thought something mas 
wrong out t h t ,  because I couldn't fompee m y  way of how 
the bstlies got in the di&@lk,h d  it %ems like 1might have said 
sornethingulike, you know, if it was from, sag ' h e artillery, 
the Vietnamese, you know, hare been fighting that way a long 
time, ihsy ttro not gohg to hide in an open, you h o w ,  an open. L C ,  rn 

dnmh, 
If ithey had gotblip killed by the artillery, when the GI's 

come throu*, we ususlly don't pile the bodies up  and put
them in a d~tch.We let the Vietnamese, you know, or some-

y else, mmme back in and do that. 
h i d Iwas just wondering how t1-mbodies got in the ditch. 


And Ifwl that Itold him, you know, just about like that, sir. 

But 1can7+ 


MTr. I A A ~ ; L Y .  Well, Maj. Watke didn't; know anythi 

a di~tch.You didn't go in and sta& talking about a 

h h .What detail did you give him on what you hed seen out 

them8 


lit. THOXP~N.This i s  strictly fronl memory, sir. I don7& 
remember exactly what I told him. Y14'heditchT 

Mr. LL\x,~u.As well iie, you recall ? 
Lt. ~ O M P B O N .The ditch stail& out in my micd. ]I ~70uld 

believe, andthis is strictly from FAlemorythat I told him about 
seeing a captain shoot the T?-oman.The ditck~And the hl~nker. 
Getting the peor~leout. 

Mr*L A ~ T ~Axld did you tell him about.any infanty oEcer, 
or any conversation with an infantry oEcorP 

Et. T r u o m ~ o ~ .Yes, sir. I say yes. Now, this is sometlling 
&hat'C can't remember. Imean, 1cnuId nsk you all, vou~know, 
h a t *yomz said to somebdy two ; -.ZT ago and-I can't re-
member what Itold him, sir.

* % @ * 





sund commander refused to alter his method of 

'---the Task h r c c  Operations Officer, who was in a helicopter over the 
troops, to have the troops cease their firing. He said Lt. Col. Barker 
left the T W ,boarded a helicopter, and went into the field. Within a 
reasonable rriod of time, either that day or the next, Lt. Col. Barker 
told Mnj. 11 ~ t k ethat he had been unable to identify the officer or 
troops when? Thompson had talked to in the assault area. 

Col. Hende~son said thnt, on the afternoon of March leth, he visited 
Tit. Col. Barkc - and told him of the report he had made to the Division 
Commander oi 3ix or eight civilians killed, and asked what reports 
had been received from the companies on civilian dead. Me said Lt. Col. 

night def~nsive position. His objwtions mere overruled by the Opera-
tions OEmr who repeated the order. At that p i n t  'gSabbreG",the radio 
code of Gen. Koster, who was airborne, in a helicopter, cut into the 
radio transmission and asked how many killed the company was report -
ing. Wha1 told 26, Ssbre-6 said that sounded about right and counter-
msnded the order for a return of "C" Company to the hamletm4There 
was testimony which indicated that the order to return to My Lai 4 





the killing of civilians. According to Et. Col. Wolladay, later that 
same day, or possibly on the following day9 Glen. Young told him that 
he had told Gen. Ksster about '%hat business9'. 

Lt. Col. Holladay, on the afternoon of the ITth, called on the Divi- 
sion Chief of Staff, Col. Parson. He told him of his meeting with Gen. 
Young and of the substance of the allegations. It was Lt. Col. Holla- 
day's belief that this was the first time Col. Parson had heard the 
allegation, as he mas very much shaken by the news. According to Lt. 
Col. Holladay, Col. Parson also reacted by saying "That is murder". 

Gen. Kosbr testified that, about noon on March 17th, Gen. Young 
reported to him that a helicopter pilot had reported "indiscriminate 
firmgv. He mid the pilot had landed in order to evacuate some civil-
ians who he believed were in danger because they were in the field of 
fire of U.S. troops who were doing some unnecessary firing. As a result 
of his evacuation effort, there had been !n confrontahion between the 
pilot and an individual on the ground. 

Gen. Roster stated "there was absolutely nothing, to the best of my 
recollection, about indiscriminate killing9'. He said there were two fea- 
tures to the allegations, the confrontation, and the unnecessary firing 
which endangered civilians. He denied that there was any mention of 
civilian casualties. Gen. Kostw said that, as a. r~sul tof the allegation, 
he directed Gen. Young to have the matter inve~tigat~ed. 

Gen. Koster Further testified that about t h ~ tsame time he received 
a report from Col. Henderson of approximatsly 20 civilian casualties 
during the My Lai 4 operation. He said he requested a breakdown of 
&how casu~lties and a determisn~~tioamiof what had caused them. 

On the morning of March 18, in accordance with instructions 
issued by Gen. Young, a meeting wa:; held in Lt. Col. Barker's trailer 
at LZ Dottie. That meeting was attended by Gen. Young?Col. Hender-
son, Et. Cols. Holladay and Barker, and Maj. Watke. There is conflict 
in the testimony of the participants as to the length of the meeting 
and the substance of the discussion. Lt. Col. Holladay and Maj. Watke 
stated that Watke related the complete story, including the pilot's 
report of seeing bodies and of his confrontation with the grollnd 
o&ccer. Lt. Col. Holladay estimated that the meeting lasted about. 45 
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minutes and that, at its cmclusion. Gerr. Young directed Col. Hender-
son to investiest;? the re~ort .en: Young. onuthe other hand, recalls 
that he left thi  meeting after only 5 or 10;ninutes, and that there was 
no mention of civilians hsvinrr been killed at Mv Eai 4. He did corrob- 
orate the recollections of ~ t :Col. Hollilday &d Maj. Watke about 
diresctiene Col. Henderson to conduct an imzvestig'astion. Col. Henderson's 
version >f the meeting differs frorn t h a t  ofuthe other participants. 
According to his testimony, he talked to WO Thompson before meeting 
with the other officers. We said Thompson told him that the ground 
troops "were like a bunch of wild men7': that he had seen a captain 
shoo't a wounded woman: and that he had seen U.S. t r o o ~ sfirine into 
"houses, trees an6 bunkers in which there was a group of civilla&. He 
said Thompson did not say anything about any large group of people.--.- -a . -. -- -.- - .  8 ,

riendersor, sald 'I'honlpson did not ment~an anythlng about a ""con-
frontation?' with a ground sfieer. After talking with T h o r n ~ s ~ n  for 
about 5 to 10 minu&, Henderson said he then Get with en: Young,
Lt. Gols. f.Tolladay and Barker, and "maybe Maj. Watke". His recol-
lection of the suhktance of the conversation at that meeting is vague, 
except there was a discussion of "this machine gun confrontat;ion, to 
where a pilot had had one of his mnnaers ~ o i n t  his machine a n  at 
some of d ~ etroops on the ground tgkeep them from shooting igto the . 
area that l-nad some civilians in it". He failed to  associate that con- 
frontation incident with Thompson. Henderson's recollection differs 
from that of the other participants with respect to his being instructed 
to investigate the incident. JVhile, all others agree he was directed to 
investigatg, he stated he wasn't sure whether he initiated it on his 
own vaitidn or whether Gen. Young had told him to do so. He appears 
to believe that he initiated the inquiry without suggestion. 
Report through Chaplain, Channels 

Concurrent with the rep~ortof the incident which was moving 
through command channels, the Tllompson allegation mas being 
reposed to chaplains assigned to America1 Division. 

On the a h m o o n  of March 16th. WO Thom~soncalled on ~Car~pt. 
Carl ereswell, the Division ~ r t i l l e j .~ h a ~ l a i n , & a n dtold him of the 
mission he had flown that day. According to Creswell, Thompson was 
upset. He said there had been a lot of civilian casualties which he 
believed were caused by small arms fire. He also told of h.*vhg 
evacuated several civilians from the fire zone, and of ills colifrsntation 
with an infantry oEcer on the ground, during which he had ordered 
his gunner to tell the officer to stand back while he evacuated people. 
Chaplain Creswell said he advised Thompsor~ to advise his commander 
of his ~bserl-ationsand to request an investigation. 

Cha~laineCres1~e11immediatellv ~asseda ' h o m n ~ ~ n ~ salle~ationto u 

~ o l .&ncis ~ha6 la inLewis testifiedLewis. the ~ i v i s i o n ~ ~ h a p ~ a i n .  
that Creswell told iiim of a report froG an aviatoi that there had been 
unnecessary firing in a villag& and that women and cllildren had been 
killed unn6cessaiilg as a result of it. 

Shortly after receiving the report from Chaplain @reswell, 
Chaplain Lewis testified tllat he related the allegation to Col. Trexler, 
the Divisiol; G-2, and probably Col. Balmer: the Division Q-3. and 
told them he believed it should be investigated. Chaplain Le~ris'said 



he also reported til.r, allegation to Col. QualIs, the Division 6-1, but 
believes that oEcer confused the incident withfanother mattes which 
was being investigated by the Division at that time. Me also reported 
Thompson's allegation to Col. Parson, the Division Chief of Staff. He 
said Col. Parson told him, on a couple of occasions, that an investiga-
tion of the allegation was proceeding. 

THE ALLEGATION ANP THE ARMY'S INVESTIGATION 

Coi, Henderson's Inquiry 

Col. Henderson recalled that he interviewed WO Thompson before 
his meetin with Gen. Young and the other oficers on March 18th: and 
learned of %is ellegation at that time. Maj. Watke said that i t  was after 
the meeting at which he related to Gen. Young, Col. Henderson and 
Lt. Col. Barker the allegations of Thompson, that Col. Henderson 
asked to see Thom~son. 

Thompson and fiendemon agree on only one item discussed during 
their meetkg, that is the incident of the captain shooting the wornall. 
T h o m p ~ ~ ~ itest%& that he also told IIenderson of seeing the bodies of 
civilians in the ditch and questioning how they got there, and about the 
incident at the bunker where civilians were hiding, and his conversa- 

round officer at that point. Col. Henderson, on the other 
that. Thompson told him the ground troops were like 

wild men and that a leader of the gromd troops was having his squad 
fire into houses, trees and bushes which conce8,led civilians. 

Immediateliv after interviewing Thompson, Col. Henderson, to-
gether with some of his staff o~&ers, heli60pt&d to Capt. ~ e d i n a ' s  
c0mrnar.d post. Henderson and Medina agree that Heide 
zesksd absutthe woman that Medinak had shot, and then asked whether 
the troops of "C9'Compan were firing wildfy end whether they pos-
sibly had killed civilians. $hey also agree that Medina explained the 
cir&mstances surrounding t6e first charge and denied ihe second. 
There was some discussion regardin the number of civilians killed 
during the operation. According to 9edina, the interview then termi- 
nated and the command group recalled their helicopter and left. Cole 
Henderson said that he ordered Medina to return to My Lai 4 and 
examine the bodies to determine how many had been killed and what 
the cause of their death had been. Medina denies that he was given 
such an order at that time. Lt. Col. Blackledge, the 11th Brigade In-
telligence OEcer who accompanied Col. Henderson to Medina's corn-
mmd postst,had no recollection of such an order. All testimony 
indicated that the order to return to the village, and the countermand-
ing of the order, occurred on March 16th, rather than on March 18th. 

At LZ Dottie, on March I8th9Col. Henderson addressed a group of 
"6"Company soldiers .as they left their helicopter after havlng been 
extracted from their field position. He asked whether any of them 
participated in, or observed any shooting of civilians. Wl~enhe re-
ceived no response, he addressed his question specifically to several 
indiviaasls in the p u p .  When all anun7erswere negative, he dismissed 
the pou-. 

Col. dnderson  said that he had asked Maj. Glen Gibson, the Corn-
manding*(Sficer of the 1?4tE Aviation Eattrtlion, who httd supplied 

ships?to a& his pilots whether any of t<hemhad observed any 



wild shootin .He said that on the following day he received a negative 
.report fmm%aj. Gibson. Maj. Gibson, however, in testimony before 
the Subcommittee, denied that he had received any inquiry from Col. 
Henderson or that he had furnislled any report to hlm. 

Col. Henderson strtted that on March 19th, he orally reporbd to 
Gen. Young the results of his inquiries, and his belief that they failed 
to support the allegation of wild or indiscriminate firing. He said 
Gen. Young then directed him to make his report to Gen. Kostes. 
a n .  Young testified that it was not until about March 28th that he 
lea red  the results of Gol. Henderson's inquiry. 

On March 20th, Col. Henderson reported the results of his inquiry 
to Gen. Koster. We stated that at that time, he furnished the General 
with a 3x 5card,prepared by Lt. Col. Barker, which reported how each 
of the 20 civilians had been killed. That report reflected that about 
12were killed by artillery and the balance by gunship fire. He realled 
that Gen.Hoster said the number of civilian casualties was 'lunaccept- 
ableg'. Col. Henderson said he told the General he believed that some of 
the civilians had been killed by small arms fire when cacght in a cross- 
fire. He told Gen. Koster that the only allegation which could be sub- 
stantiated was Medina shooting the woman, but he believed that in 
the circumstances no f u ~ h e r  action was warranted in that case. He 
reported that he believed no formal investigation of the allegation was 
required. He said that the General told him he wished to discuss the 
matter further with Gen. Young. 
Repor$ of Investigation 

Col. Henderson staGed that about two weeks later he was adviw$ 
by Gen. Young that Gen. Roster wanted him to reduce his repor% 
to writing. He said that, as a result of that instruction, he prepared 
a four or five-page ~ ~ r i t t e n  report and submitted i t  to Col. Parson, 
the Division Chief a: Stafl. 

No copy of the written report of investigation described by Col. 
Henderson could be found either at Brigade or Division headquarters 
during searches in 1969 and 1970. There is, however, some evidence 
which tends to support his claim that such a report was prepared. 
Capt. James Henderson stated that he had seen a letter from Col. 

Within a few days of the assault on My Eai 4, pg~n(:i:;,esof the Gov-
ernment of the Republic of Vietnam began recelvlnlz reports which 
indicated atrocities against residentsof the Son My Village. 



Lai 4) and Binh Dong (My Lai 5) subhrtmlets. 
The Chief of Son My Village submitted a report to the Chief of 

Son Tinh District on arch 22nd. That report alleged that an opera-
tion on March 16th at Tu Cong and Coh yHamlets of Son My Village
resulted in 570 civilian casualties, 480 at T u  Cong, and that 90 percent 
of the houses, animals and property were destroyed in those hamlets. 

On March 28th, the Chief of Sol1 Tinh District advised the Chief of 
Quang Ngai Province that on March 19th (sic) an dement of U.S. 
forces conducted an operation at Tu Cong Hamlet (coordinates 
721795, Son My Village). He continued that, in responding to VC 
fire, U.S. troops used intensive firepower and inflicted injuries on 
a n u m h r  of lmalnlet residents. In  his observations he noted thmt the 
casualties were unavoidable, but that the incident. offered the enemy 
a, propaganda opportunity to undermine the prestige of Republic of 
Vietnttm Armed Forces end to f r~s t r a t ethe Govenlment9srural paci-
fication effort, 

The Son Tinh District Chief submi4tedfinother report to the Quang
Ngai Province Chief, dated April 11, 1968. In  this report he stated 
that, during an American Army oper~tjon at  Tu Cong and Co Luy 
Hamlets on March 16th, 490 people were assembled, shot and killed. 
In his comments be stahd that : 

vene on behalf of the people. 



troops mould be required to go back i h t ~the iocality, and since the 
Chief had more irnportmf; matters at the time, it was agreed that 
nothing should be done. He typed and signed n. document, captioned 
"Statement", dated April 14, 1968, which incorporates the allegntions 
and the Chief's views. He said that he then sent his statement to the 
Province Advisory Headquarters. He further testified that, upon the 
return of Maj. David Gavin, the Senior District Advisor, from leave, 
he discussed the matter with him. The District Chief also claimed 
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Col. mien the Vietnamese Chief of Quan gai Province, stated 
that he had discussed the District Chief 
with Mr. May and his uim. He also said 

into Son My to in-
He said that opera-

skn of Lt. COP.13arker9s 
helicopter. He said that he had notified both Mr. May and Lt. Col. 

pose of that operation. 
,who was De uty Province Advisor in 1968, testified 
March 1988,hr.M v ' s  3ecr furnished him with 

ra translation of  a Census Grievance repo& F!C~ stated that 1,208 to 
1,600people had been Mlled by American forces, artillery and bomb-
hg.  % &id the re 01% identified the village and inclGded its map 

rdinabs. After aiscussing that report with his superior, Mr. May, 
he visited Col. Henderson -&~dl told him of the report and ask& 
whether he had any troops oyjerating in the area. He stated that Col. 
Hendemn answered in the negative, but said he would look into it. 

Shortly thereafter, in lsh March or early April, Lt. Col. Guhn 
learned that America1 Division was conducting an investigation of 
the operation of Task Force Barker. That iunforrnation ;mas fur-
nished by U.Col. Anistrttnski, the G-5 Civil Affairs Staff Oficer 

e6cal Division. Lt. Col. &inn believed that Mr. Mav" was pres-
s. 

en$stthe time he learned s f  the hvesti9.ration. 
denied that he hadoseen the April 11th report of 

the District Chief, or any of the other ~ie tnam&ereports. ]Fie also 
said that the Census Grievance report he had received was not iden-
tical the March 18th doc ent in evidence bef~se*the 
Subc teem 

There was testimony that Lt. Col. Guinn, at a briefing for the U.S. 
rn for 2nd ARVN Division, reported that Americans 
killed 500 civilians in the March 16th operation. The 

ed that Lt. Col. Guim was reading from Cagt. Rod-
riguez's stabment at that briefing. One of the advisors to 2nd ARVN 
Dlvkion testified that, after the briefing, he discuss(edthe allegation 
with Lt. Col. Guinn, who said that he was going to obtain additional 
infomation on the subject and would report the matter. 

hother  member sf the Advisr~rvTeam attached ts 2nd ABVN 
Division testifid that Lt. Col. G u i h  told him of an alI.llewtion that 

rican soldiers had killed Vietnamese civilians. IIe saTd U. Col. 
Guim said he had rweived the infomation either from a mbordinate 
in his adPisory chain or from a Vietnamese counterpart. That same 
advisor saw a script of a VC radio broadcast which contained similar 
8lleptions.

Brig. Gene Young, Assistant Division Commander, also identified- a - - - - - ...* 

Lt. Gsk. Guim as a source of information about An~ericansoldslers 
oommitting war c es in the My Lai area. He said Guinn told him 
the infom-ation had come either from the Village 'or the District 
Chief* 

ram's Report of A p d  24,1968 
AvPr. Rotobert Blackledge, a retired Col. who had been 11th ;Bpi-I d t .  

gad@Intelligence 0%a3r9 testified that, about mid-April 1968, he had 
received two repo rom intelligellce sources that VC prolpagaada 
was claiming that rican troops had killed hundreds of peoplo in 



In 1969 a search of Division and Brigade files failed to disclose any 
copy of Col. Henderson's report. Subsequently, the only copy known 
to exist was found in the desk of the Brigade Intelligence Sergant
who had received it from his predecessor, under whose direction it had 

* Irra 1989 mid 1870 searehem 06 Amerieal D i ~ a i o nfilm fdled KO disclose a tsac% of eitiher 
of thme doeurnem. 



Gen. Kosbr testified that he discussed the r0pol.e with Gen. Yomg,
Col. Parson and Col. Henderson. 1Lt. Col. Holladay testified that  the 
report had been $110 to him by &I. Parson, Division Chief of Stag.
Lt.Col. Holladay testified that, after reading it, he muttered an ob-
scenity as an indication of his belief that the report did not address 
the eallegations. 

Cd.Henderson s h M  that, about two wwku after he submitbd the 
April %h Gen. YO d him that Gcn. Koster desired a 
formal hvestlgatl~nof the ion. Hendemola said that he nsm-
h a b d  Lt.Col. Frank Barker, at the time was Executive Oticer, 
Il& Brignde, to cc~nduotthe investigation. He further twtikd that 
he saw a completed re art of the investigation, about thrw or four 
pagm in length with s.gout 15 or 20 shhments of witnesses attached. 

Even Col. Hendemcm admitted that the April 24th meport could not 
be considered as an adqua& report of invwtigation. . 
n~rnisnot even a sugg4?sGi~bn further attention was given

the m a t h  after A p d  1968. It thak no h d h s r  %tion was 
t a b  mti1 after the Depa Army's h v e s t i g ~tion began 
in April 1969. 

The 1[JnexplaiiinableFailus@of the itgfegs~diagPsoeedur~  

Badquartezs, Militarg Assistance Comaland, Vietnam (MACV) ,
had taken elaborate precautions to insurc3 that military personnel 
assimed to duty in the area ~vouldcornfly with the ides of land 
warfare; the Geneva hvent io i i% concerning the h8nabg of 
prisoners and noncombatants; and the 'Rules of Enpa@ment. K b  
principal directive, concerningwar s h e s ,  was MAGV L)ire&ive 2 M ,  
which provided, in pertilent part, that "It i s  t h ~responsibility of all 
m n i t a ~ppsrsonn~lhaving knlowledge or receiving 8 roprt crf an 
ineid3nt crr an act tFk9ughtta hz a war crime to maka sach insidant 
h o r n  to his commsmding o%ee~as n as practicab8eV.It Iurther 

mailto:Enpa@ment
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bss of his s b f f  &lat he had an albmtion under investiption. Gen. 
Cu&sna~ tastifa~dth& the m~tterh d  nevez come to h ~ sattantion. 

en inbwo b e d  abut his faiturn to report the incident, Gen. 
Koeter said tf.& he b1ievBd thd:, shm the investiption demon-
st~ahdhie ~ ~ W D S  f ~ t fo TGDOT%W ~ F BnotLat ~ l hee h~adaaa ~~bligation

..A 

headquarhee:rr.'
d thet, by April 11th at the intest, the U.S. Ad-

visory T e ~ 6 sst both ~is t r ic inhd :Province; Head ur&eis wem aware 
af a complaint by the son Tinh District. Chief t?I3 ~t a U.S. unitl on 
March PBCh, hsd mbjsci and shot more than 400 po
Hamlet (which dea the subhapn~PetThuaw Yen s 
a0 Immons at Co Luy Hamlet, Te2stimonyfurther di 
was correspondencebetween the teanls selntive to thla repo~:tand that 
the District Advisor was dirwted by the Pmvince A d v i s c ~ ~ ~  toT e ~ m  

S"t fur&er slr.gff.ab8ished t 
aaeh an int~!%s;i~wand 
plaint .sI the District C 

A.dPisoy Team had received another ~ i m i l a r  inde-- allegarion :from an 

ribed rap~rtingpr~w~ureshad ireen. f.r:Ilowcel. thma ~2~;s-
fion~s-sheuldhavi klom?~dby the Advifwm h a m s  to 'the 
Civil Opmtions and ~evofrrt io~r l~n ;  t Ijjbfl (CJlIR3S)13~;~ieloprnen 
%puty, and to Gen. Cushma.n st 'Fhid Mitrine An.a 

quawEem. %arches of the files of thaw tmits in 1961) and 1970 failed 

Imah m y  evidence to atabiish th:& the mpOrt h d  ever gone
k - y ~ n dthe Bmvinm hdvimry Team H~adgnnar.ters.

bstimony of mv~rslof the officers assipifedto the Advirjory l'enm 
st 2nd AR19hrT Division H&'&da.urr.&+@mestsblished that alllegations sf 
civilian killhgs during: the arch 16th op~mtionhad come to their 
attention in April 1988. had meided reports from both 2nd 
AR'FET Divisidn StaE and th U.9. Province Advi~orvTeam. This 
unit hkd a third indep~xsndentreporting=channel to 
mtIy that ehannel failed also, since no evldencs?could bt3 located whictl 
would estsblish that any stroc:ity report ever surfnoed at I Carps 
Ha8,dquc~rtersor at MACV. 
mg~ ~ ~ b c o r n m i t ~ t ~  to undernearad how all of those C ~ P ~ H I -was unaS3t~ 

ne3s could have fail& to swf~cl.,any m ~ s f lof the ~IIemtiornls.i4rh ex-
lanation was sought from Gen.~6stmbrelnnd;but, & the following

imony F @ ~ Q C ~ ~ha was unable tofurnish ananswer: 

fomb areas I would likewba t  you about beforo we pro

*tvitht f i ~questions by the other members of the Cornmi 


Number on@,sf c u m ,  ij: 8 wry obvious question. Yo  
warn in Vietnsm in command of our tiAcropsthere, wwrin 
thrm hats arJ yisa hlsve tstified here, and you never hwr 

thiolg untownrd nt My Iai 4 dur-

hea.d nothing s u g ~ t i n gany ir-
mpjlarities. The only report that 1 received was ttAeopera-
tional mpo& that I made ~mference60 in my prepared
sbbm@at.

* @ rit @ @ 
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staff, G n .  Milton, my secratary of the general staff. 
Hs toid ma that a letter had come in referring to  Pink-

ville. I lied never heard of Pinkville. And we finally dis-
covered that Rnkvifle was the nickname that soldiem had 
given bec~ustaof the color on the rnup of  the My I d  village, 
or Ithink it Jioas gspeeificnlly My h i  4. 

That mas the first 1 henrd of it, which was almost a y a r  

Mr. H ~ E R T .It is fmtsstic, Iwill srsy that much. 
G B ~ .WE'%TBIOREC%ND.It is absolutely unexplainable, and it 

is incamprehensible to me, pnrticularlg in view of a11 the 
orders that were issued. I mean the policy a n s  very clear ns 
Ihave tried to point out in the statement. 

A Blanket of S2ence 



d i n l m d  ~%?i&hthe 
should have t ~ t s l  

reporting channels, it would be w simple mnttar to fix responsibility
for the breakdown in communications. However, two of the channels 
wem not under tIla wntlr.01 of tha Division Commrrr~der.Ttae Senior 
Province Advisor, Mr. dames MayI WRS a State hpnrtment Foreip
Sorviw Ofi-I" fmof any respns~bilityto Americnl Division or its 
commander. The testimony clearly established ths,t his hendqu~rters 
WM %ppried of ~trocityallegations by TFiet?namese Government 
B ~ P U R * ~ ~ ,  hacI discusedI$hrther ~tablishedthat memben of his sQa;Pff 



AHt'iaifH Division. I t  further 4smonstmted that he had persona!!y 
bt58zi informed of the allemtion at several times during tha investiga-
tion. Ilaspito the evidence t i l ~ this unit had denlollstrated concern 
over the admittedly unust~al~llegntionand its investiprtion, Mr. May 
claimed to Brnape no ~collect icz~of the incident. 



of the April 14th Stshment, containing the signature 'line which 
idenlifi~dit as a document of the District Advisory Twm. Wad it not 

for that ide~tification,the origin of the document probsbly mould 
not hsw been estsbiish~ddurin the investigation, snd it probably**8would l ~ ~ o eb e n  considered n r,,propaganda release as wns the ~ t h e r  

& a  &new surrounding the award of a Dis-
tinpished E'lying Cross to Mr.Thompson and Bronze B;XS 
crew members for their action on March 16, 1968, the SI ttee 
qu&ions the America1 Division's prsctice of awarding

In early A ril 1968,B were recommended for 
B ~ H U Q~~1~ mor8tions. tion was supported b a 
sbtment fmWO Thompson. In ench of those statements, 6)1~
Tlhompson said, in pertinent part : 

e flying.over the villsge of My LJ, 
fiftwn cllildmn hiding in a bunker 

and laostiloforcese n g a d  in a heavy fire fight. 
Sinm that statement appemd to contradict Mr. Thompson$ repoPt

of March 16,1968,and h ~ ssworn testimony beforu this Subcommittee, 
ted abut  the statament, as follows: 

did you get that ? Did you dictate it, 
and gat somebody to t pe it for ou? 

I T ~ s ,sir, I guess it wns typdin the o d y  

Mr.REDDAN.Well, Ihavsve a copy here that Imid just 
g of this incident. I wol19t 

villege of My Lai,Sp/4 An-
ldren hiding in s bunker lo-

and hostile forces e n e p d  

ifih Amendment, sir. 
at is that? What diil go11 reply?
Lt. Thompson's np.i~o~ntcdco~msel).He 

respt ful iy  declines to snswer quaiticas about that citrttion. 

Mls. REDDAN.1 b ~ 8 k 8SUr8 1 &m 8MW@sfo this 
question. I mill direct your attention a &into that portion 
fibout the fiiendly f o m ~and hostile engaged in n 

hethor or not at ally time that 
BY fire fight between friexldly 



Lt. TPIOMPSON.NoPsir, I don't recull any heavy fire fight. 
Mr. R E ~ x .Now, did you also wrib up a justification for 

la eitlntioll far Speciuligt Ceolburn l 
I&.TIIO~BXPSOE.Yes, sir, I klelieve I did. 

Mr. R m n a ~ .You will notica that$ written up for Colburn. 
Lt. TI.IO>XP~OX.Oh, yes. That's what thre~vme. You men-

tiorled Andwott4:a9sn&me. 

Mr. REDDAN.
AndreoLta is in thcre,you see. 



I 
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Chief of Stag, Amenicd Division. Each of t,hom oBmm 
H1z11.dlenmlid, on eitkaes Mamh 16th or Marc11 17, sf Tllon~ibwn'snlle~n-
tion wit11 &aect. to conditions at Mv Lni 4 oi Marc11 i6. ~herefom. 
they should 6al.e ~ h o r n ~ k n ' ssupporting statement nboud 
the "hmvy fire figi~t,"since th& sstaterne~ltc o n t m d i ~ t dhis ~riginal 

buring a staff intorview Mnj. Watke admitted that, if Thompson's
allegations of March 16th mare correct, he ~%*ouldnot havc been en-
titled to any d rntion for that operation.

I n  early Mny 1M8,a reeommendntion for award of the Distill-
mished Flying Cross to WO Thompson was forhvarded to Americnl 
Division by 128rd Avintion Bnttnlion. That,recommendntion was sup-
ported by 6 sttatement of Sp/4 Colburn in wl~ichhe said, in 
part, that ''sniper fire had been received forl~ardof frien 
and, while Byinp ton-nrdsit ,  WO Thompson noticed a numb 
d r ~ ntryin to hide in an d d  bunker bettveen the friendly and enemy

* * g ; ~ t h o n thesitation or reprcl for Viet Cong fire, he landed 
ckedUD theeK11d.'~ 

13; sworn kstimonv beforr. the Subeommittw. Mr. Cdburn testified 
that them was no sn&r fimk near the bunker. ahd that he hadn't seen 
Rny enemy forces in ihat Rrea. He further ti9tified there n r s  no Viet 
(long 63%at the time of the e~rcuntior.of the other child. He said he 
[mad obmrved on'lv one Vier, con^ esn-3ierthat morning, at asint mmeaf  A 

distance from either point of eTacuation. 
The  hpal-tment of the Army pub1ic~tion"A~~ards"provides that 

nn award must be timely and that ".uard~redejlav in submit tin^ n me-
.I --- - -m - - - -

omm?~~dntionmay precl;de - .  - - .-its considerit&". I n  the case of the crew 
membrs, ixawever, the mcommendatisfmsware not initiated 13ntii more 
than three \\?eeks ~ f b rthe operation, while the recommend~tionof 
award for Thompson mas not initiated1 until seven weeks a,fter the 
event. It does not appear thnt any question \Fns mised with respect, 
to the awards for the crev members, but the Thompson iwo~nmenda-
tion w r s  returned by America1 Division with R request that the delay
in submission be explained. The ex lanation, submitted by the Bat-

tant, stated that "WO &l;,ompson's role in the action am 
ntil a much latar date9'. Testimony before the Suhcom--
monstrated that statement is eompletel,yrt varianco with 

the f~act.~. 
It may be simifimrrt that, mmend~tions- - for- - ths---- nwasds.--- -.-WRFQ~-- -. - -- .. 

made d<ring thit periocl of time during which con~plsintswere bekg
Government chnnnels ~ l ~ n c a l ~ n i n ~m e i v d  %hl.ow~hVietnam= - - - - ---- - - ----- ------------ t.h@---

Bdy Lai opersti"on of MBFE:~16th.It was also during that pcridthnt 
the Gmmandhg &]them1 of 2nd AR Division dim6:&4 the 
District Chief's gllegatian of widespred killing of civilians be 
cheeked out- with America1 Division. l'hosci factors supmt that the-

amsrds might haw been part of an eflort to the &-t light u p  
an opemtion of Americnl DivLion ~vhich m ~ d t d  wrlaus 
cstieiamsftha action- of- its---trmm.- - - - - - -x----

If m d d s  arG to mtaipn their simific~nce?,as .R mwa~dfa heroic.. 
ey ~honld not be dis&nsed under such qu~5,nable 



- - 

A m ~ yOvemeact ia  in.Preferring Charges 
Because of the appalling failure of ttre chain of command to rcport 

the nllegi~tio~~sof titi-ocitigsmcurring at My Lui 4 on Marsh 16, f968, 
and tho ix~ndeourkteinvestiechtiol~conducted rt t that time. the illle~n-
tions renloined buried until brouellt to lirht bv the cohnlaint QY n 

W 

former soldier n~oretllnll a yerar intcr. It wnYs onl? then tha i  the Amby, 
rvr-itlk... the benefit of some Congressional ~woddillg,saw fit to give thoso 
alleptlons R t h ~ r o u g ) ~examination. 

TFThencrimillal chnrgw nhicll resulted fro111t h ~ tinvestigation pre-
cipitated r spilte of inte~*stfro111the news media, and i~fterthis Corn-
~nitteoavinced an illterest in the failure of the chain of command, the 
Tlepertment of the Army organized un investiglttion to determine how 
tl-ratfailure had occurred. 

T11nt investigationl, dmimated the Peem Elzquiry, c~~lducteda very 
tltorough eunniinntion of the events of March 16,3968, and those in;-
mediately preceding and subsquent thereto. Its clnssifiecl report, 
which h ~ snot yet been published, is an ttxcellent report o f  the i~ction, 
the nllegntions of ~ t ~ c i ties, the c~isoryinvestigation of those ailegn-
tions, nnd the fnitufes to  report the incident to higller nutholities. It 
pnrnlleled much of the investigation condt~ctedby this S u h o m m i ttee. 
In  general, the netions of the Peers Inquiry must be pmised. I n  one 
respect, however, it i s  believed t'hat the Peels Inquiry overrenct:tecl in 
ilt tempting to compensate for the ,2rrny's original faillwe to act.. I t i iat  
overreaction is lloted in the broad recommendation of charges agninst 
t..%cersconnected with. the operotion ,nor its investigation. As a result 
of t h ~ t ,recommendation, charge3 have been preferred n e i n s t  some 
officers xhere there appears to be.little possibility of a trial. 

The Subcomnlittee hearings estnMished thnt a p ~ n e lof officers from 
the Ofice of ttae Jzlclne AcIa7occzae Gelaeml was selected to review the 
c\7idence de~yelopedby the Peers 111qi:iryfind-to detenn- - .ine ~11etherits- .  -
recommendnt~onof charges q~alns tseveral oftlrers conld be supported
by thnt evidence. Our hennngs estitblished that, while the recorn-
mendntions of that piu1e.l \yere followed in most instances, there were 
four cases where the Peers Inqoily overrode the opinion of  the profs-
sionnl legal oEcers tinnd persisted in its recommenclntion sf chnrms. 
In one c&, the recomm&ndrttionwss rejected by the S e e r e t n ~of'khe 
~krrny,while in the other three, cases charges \\-emp ~ f e r r e dagainst the 
ofticen. The charges against, two of them have subsequel~tlybeen d i s  
missed with nn  esl,lniation thnt the d~nrges\!*.reren n s ~ r ~ ~ o ~ b t e dby the 
evidence. Two ather individunls FYIIO wero cbr\rr:ed by the Peers In-
quiry have also l~ndthe charges against them diskimed-

Since the i)epnrtment of the Army hnd taken the iinusnal step of 
Ilnving tile suficiency of  the evidence reviel~edby legnl otiice~xin 
nnticipntio~lof the filing of cllnrges, it is u ~ ~ f o r funate that their find-
ings were not accepted. Tho recent dismissal of rltnrges in two cases 
in which they had mcommendetl i lp ins t  the firi confismned tlaeir 
a~ssqsgnlenlt of 41143 evidence. If the inazestjgatarr; 11 acted iat rtcsorcl-
Race wit11 the nilvice of the profcssionnl ihgtll oEcers, seGrn! officers 
could have been spared the of R Dtlblicannouncrkent of charges
wllich were subsequontly dismissed. 

De3pib this defect, we m ~ ~ s tconclude that t'he classified Peers Re-
port i s  an outstanding ~tndscholarly piece of wborkand a credit to dl 
who participated in itsprepamtion. 



Inpursuing our military justice setion, in addition to con-
f o d n g  thexn to the de~isionsof the Court of Military Ap-
peals and other relevant courts, we are principally concerned 
thst all sacused persons be d a l t  with in a fair and just man-
ner, including prohting them from pfemature public corn-
merit on matters which will be an issue in any court-martial. 



~krmy,~ n dhis pex%onnl cnmer?, cont~illillpcolor film ~ ~ h i c hhe said 
he llad purchased in HallR ICong. IIe also stilted tllnt his assignment 
XTRS to o1)tain pictures nf the tlaops in re t  ion for irome tow11 nelvs re-
leases, and of ilenslvort2~yevents. 

Nueberle testified tllrt he \\-~snot sure 'how many black and white 
pictux~she sllot at My Lsi, but thought it migllt have k e n  as rntlllg 
as 50. He snicl that whatever ilumber he took he turned into the Drigsde
Public Informntioxl OAice. He also testified t?lnt he took approximately 

i c t ~ ~ r e swilirh Ire retained far lais cb~vrause. Amr exarnilmt.ltion 0% 
ck and jvllite prillts found in the files of the 11th Brigade

Public Infornjat ion O&ce divclosed 10photogrikphs tttkell by Rneberle 
~t My IAni4. All bat olle of these could be called routine pictures of 
GI's or My Lni P reside~~ts,the tyl3e of pictures one migllt see in ]tome 
tow11 nelrspapen. ~2ltlloughone picture slloaed the foet of two dead 
adults, i t  could not be defermined ahether they wore noncombatants, 
or holv they h ~ dbeell killed. The content a11dsubject matter of these 
pictures nrsr in sharp eontrest to those sensntionnl co!or pllotogmphs
which ho claims he took wit13 his penonnl camern rind retained for 
his orvn use. 

Mr. Hneherle7sfnilure to report his o 
to his superiors is difficult to understand 
gusted 6y he had seen altd pltotognlp21:3cl that day, yet he 
noves mnde any complaint almut the coltduct of the troops, snd never 
advised may military superior tllnt he had photogmpi~sof the vbictims 
of rn ntrocity. He was d i s c h r r ~ dfrom the Army March 27, 1968, 
only 11 days nfter the March 16th operation; but even after his dis-
charm, he took no action to advise Army officinls that conduct which 
he considered "not at d l  real proper" had occurred at My h i  4. 
Ira t*hiscranneetian i t  S ~ O E I ~ % C ~be 310ted that 1-Iaebrerls-hd~reviotsslv 
photographed the scene of a, crime at the wuest of tlie ~rovo i t  
Marshal and, therefore, should have understood the value of photo-
graphic evidence in n crimillnl investigntion. 

After his discharge, H ~ e b r l eused his color photogrnphs in a. series 
of lectures he gave to civic grollps. It ~ v o sonly after he had been 
located by Army investip~torsin the sumlner of 1969 that he con-
eluded that the pictures had h e n  taken at M y  14ai 4 on March 16, 
1968. Those investigators ~ s k e dhim for the pictures find he declined, 
although he did make copies of tho pictures for them. He mas sub-
sequently requested not to publisl~the pictures while the investiplti4m 
WRS goillg on, bat despite this request he immediately thereafter re-
lersed his pictures to n locd newspaper and they mere published.
IVith the assistance of n friend, m l ~ owas n report^^ for a local nems-
paper, Hueberle also begnn neg~fintingthe sale of publication rights 
(0tell@color ~ i c t u  

It aprPcinkthat H~eberiev u s  more concerned wit11 profit. tltnn 
he was in aiding thc disclosur+eof nn ~trocity.That TTRS dumonstmted 
by the following testimony on the negotiation of the snlc of  the pebli-
cation lights: 

%Xr. %%BERT. All right, then. TRVR find out how it ended 
up.3'011 sold the pict~lresto T ife, did you ? 

Mr. HAEBERLE.That is right.

Mr. H ~ B E ~ . 
Wow much did you receive from Life for tho$-@ 

picturn e 



, - I

MP.~HEBEICT.The $aveyou $17,500.z,.
Mrb . Did you

V 
ask %ssmore, and was that a csmpro-* 

I wuJd have h d  mom. L wuSd have h d  a 

. I didn't ask you what you couie have had. I 
&ed did you ask :for-ormoref 

. 1mttled fey thnt. 1 \T&S satisfied svithh that. 
Mr. H ~ M T ,Did ~ $ 3  forE % S ~  more and compromise fat 

Mr4 didyou nsh for 
Mr. asked for $125,000. 
Mr. " asfi;8danow1,no$ "~8". 

MY*H . That is rirrht. 
Hr, . And you %sily came d o m  end settled for 

E With Life Magazine. 
that.he mceived $13,550 in total from 

Time-Life, Inc., for pub1icntion rights. He subsequent1y negoti a t d  
ssles of the publicstion ri&ts b foreia ~ublicntions.Thos~publics-- * 

tions snd tKe amounts hgreceived were as follows :London Times, 
%,400; Stern M ne, Germany, $6300; Int~xa.nationalMagazine!
Sehm,  Sweden, :Toronto Telepram News Service, $700: ti' pub-
lication in Ifel&me, Austrcrlia, $I ,&% ;Vokkskas, Ltd., Duiban, S. 
Afrim, $750; RAI Television, Italy, $100. He also received an honora-

of $500 from the Clevei~ndPlain Baler. In total, he has re-
ceived to date $35,099 Prom the saleof publication rights.

mile Mr. Wneberle nttem1)ted to convey an attitude of disinterest 
in the financial rewards of h ~ sventure, the follo~ringtestimony dem-
snstmtm that he has acts64 to obtain the maximum advantag@fron-1

%V

&laoms8Ies : 
. You hitma never taken the time to total tt1.lte 

Mr. HA .~o:6ec~& it nuas-s~litbetweentlvo veal.s, 

st do yon mean, split

Mr. H A ~ ~ L E . 
I mceived some in '69 and receivd some in 

3"P. 
&Ir.Hgs~m.Wily did you make R split af it 8 
"M,'a.H a  .Incame tax raurnomq,
Mr. =BERT. lneomo tax pirpdses. Who \ w s  advising you B 
Mr. HAEBERLE.I have o. pelwn figuring my income tax. 

It was Haeberle9scontention that sinm the pictures rrem taken with 
nal ermem &and film, they were his property and he had no 
to show them to his superiors or turn them in to the Public 

M c e .  Thst testimony conflicts ~ ~ i t htile stntement of Sat. 
Stonich, who was the non- issioned oEcer in char@ of the Brigade
Public Information OEce in March 1968. Sgt.  8tonicia stnted that a. 



Immunity From Bro~~mtion 

Former servicemen, who h a ~ ~ e  byh a w  disehnrged, cannot be t . ~ e d  
court-mnrtid for offenses committed whila they mere on military duty,
aet~ordingto the decision in Toth v. &wzrZem 350 US 11 (1965). As a 
-It of that decision, it appears that severrrX former members of "Cfl 
Con~pa~~y ,who m r o  discharged before investigrtion disclosed their 
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1%bas I2ween noted thnt Army rcylntions require truining of all 
m ~ m b ~ %  That trnining consists of a one-in the Geneva Cc~n.ventions. 
hour instmetion during b~ssictraininp, ns well as rquimd s$apple-
mental instruction conducted by qualified lekml officess during eacll 
sub~quent12-month perid. In addition, A m y  ersonnel arriving
in Vietnum RTere furnistled myern1 instruction enr(Ps on Code of Con-

- duet. Geneyo. Convention, Tf~eEnemy In Your Hands, and Nine 
Pul&. which st d humanitarian k t m e n t  and resped for the 
' ~ i e tnimese people.

As was merltloned earlier, Mr:Haabrle retained a n u m b r  of color 
phetog~aphshe had taken a3 Bfareh 16tJ2. Antong them JTere several 
3-hirh sitowed human bodies, which Haeberle, in i s  testimony, iden-
t if i~das bodies of noncombatants, some of wilehorn he had Yeen killed 
by U.S. troop. Ha tstifi.ed thnt he retained the pictures and fgiled 
to repclrt the incident since he was unnIgvnre of ally requirement to 
report nrr crimes to his superiors He firth= testified thnt he hrd 
srasvar rweived anv training on Geneva @OLnv~n&ion8or in mpoft.ing 
war crimlls. He dsr~stated'he had nevar seen nor hearcl of &ACT 
Directive 20-4 regarding the *porting of war crime. Since that Di-
reetiw spificnlly mentionled photogrsplric personnel, among others, 
there e$.aould have h n  some s~mikzltrf~iralanp~ v e nto the Ptiblic

C?.
nel co&ernilie their duty to report possible 

war crimes. ~a i lur;of HneberRe9ssuaesors to ~ r i v i d es;ch traininn. 
if swll be the fact, ~vouldbe furt11e;indicntion that mcem over 
porting s r r  crimes had not filtemd down to the lower echelons of 

tion in the m r  crime repo&ing area i cany indimti'on, the A m y
sllould devote more nttention to this subjwt to insuw that all troops 
am made awam of tl~eirdutim. 
Inspscto~Gewrd&Failure to D i s ~ o v e ~  Atrocity A llegati 

The Inspector General of MACV testified thnt. during the first 
~ ~ e e kof Mt8.g 1968, one of his teams conducted anpinspecitonir. the 
2nd AR%VNDi~sion He said thtxt ins~ectiondid anst uncover 
any evidence of the atrocity ~ l l e~a i i on .H e  turt'ilir testified that, in 
July 1968,an inspmtetion term from TJ.S. Army Vietnam eoudactpd 
nn inspection of America1 Division and frciled to learn of the str~citg 
allegations. 

The Suhommittee rvag prticularly inter in whether the 
Inspector General's team endeavored to d inns ayhetlzar the 
F e b n ~ ~ q v21, 1968 messng of Maj. Gen. Rerain, Chief of Stafl, 
M14CV, conc~mingmistreatment of detainees and ~risonersof war. 
was being observed: That messoge statisd, in pertineit pad: 

Extensive ~ m mCOP amrations inof mmnt c o ~ ~ b a t  
Vietnam hns'rs~ordeda iertiie field for sensatfonnl phot.0-
gmphs an~dmar sbries, showReports and ~bhot~o~rauhs 
fl~irantdisregard for humnn'life, inhumin0 t&o;iment and 
brubl i e  in handlinle of dokinees ~ n dPW. Tlrese ~ r e ~ s  

Thmactionswill not b condoned. 



A11 known, srrapected or alleged war crimes or atrocities 
committed by or against US personnel will be investigated
IAW ML4-6\yPirective 204.  

The Inspector General mas asked whether his team made any 
specific effort to inquire into such incident. He replied "We did not 
make any investigation related to that type of message at that partic- 
ular time. We were not directed to do soe9' 

The failure of the Inspector General's team to pursue smatter which 
appears to have grently concerned the command authorities at MACV, 
is diacullt to understand. 
Lack ofA m y  C~operation 

From its inreption, the Subcommittee's investigation has been ham-
pered by a generally uncooperative attitude of tlie Department of the 
Army. As previously noted, Chairman Rivers, on November 24, 1969, 
announced that tho Investigating Subcommittee requested the Depart- 
ment, of the Army to send '$11 the information they have on the 
alleged atrocities at Pinkville which is up in the Son My Province of 
Vietnam". The specific oral request from the Subccbmnittee was for 
all reports, affidavits, photographs, the names and addr~sses of all 
American persons at  B4y Lai 4 at the time, and a11 other pertinent doeu-
rnents and material which might have any probative value in the in-
quiry. It was on that same day, ~ s & r n b e r  84th, that Secretary Resor 
amouked  that tho Department of the hnny would initiate its own in- 
vestigation directed by Lt . Gen. Peers. 

On November 26th, Secretary Resor testified "what 1 msnlii like to 
do is take these requests and review them with our General Counsel, 
in the light of Mr. Laird's position that he has taken with respect to 
furnishing files in the case of open matters9'. He  later stated that he 
would like to review the requests and the documents, and thought that 
he could report his preliminary conclusions by the end of the week. 
This was not done. Deputy General Counsel Webster advised the Sub-
committee CounscI, on December 3rd, that no action had h e n  taken 
on the request fu r  documents. 

By a latter dated December 17th, Subcomrnirtee Chairman H6bert 
made a further request of Chief of St& General Westmoreland for 
Army witnesses and documents. The General promised to discuss the 
matter immediately with Secretary Laird. On the following day, a 
request for a witness was denied on the ground that he had not yet 
tedified before the Peers Inquiry. 

]In a letter dated December 19th, Secretary Resor notified the C h ~ i r -  
man that his q u e s t  for the statements of witnesses, obtained by tho 
Criminal Investigation Division, was denied since "in accordance with 
long-standing policy recently reaffirmed, it yould be inappropriate to 
release this information a t  this time9'. 

Chairman B6bert, by letter of December 28rd, informed Secretary 
Resor of the need for the prompt appearance of witnesses when re- 
quested, even though they might not have appeared before the Peers 
Inquiry, and the Subcommittee's continuing need for doc~lmentsrelat -
ing to the NIy Lai incident. H e  requested a categorical answer to those 
requests by the close of business on that day. Secretary Resor replied 
the. same day, but rather than answer the request, he suggested E meet-
ing with the Chairman. In another letter of that same date, Chzirman 
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H6bert stated that, while he would be happy to meet and discuss the 
entire matter with Secretary Resor, he required, as a prerequisite, a 
categorical answer to his questions by the following day. There mas 
no answer to that letter. 

On December 30th9 the Subcommittee requested that Sgt. David 
Mitchell and another witness be made available to testify on Decem- 
ber 31st. The Armv's reaction was to announce on December 31st that 
Sergeant B4itchellUwas to be tried by a general court-martial. Then 
on January 6th Secretary Resor informed the Chairman that ''1have 
concluded tha t  the ~ r m y s h o u l d  defer furnishing -6.itnesses in present- 
ly scheduled and potential court-martial cases until trials in the cases 
have been held". That decision was amplified in a letter from Maj. 
Gen. Becker. dated Januam Mth, in which he stated that included in 
the witnesses who would n*ot be iurnished to the Subcommittee were 
"all those who. bv their own admission or the statements of others, 
were in a positio< to observe personally the events which transpired 
at  Mv 1%on March 16,1968". 

0; January 8th, the Department of the Army was requested to 
furnisla the Sulucoa~mittee 'with directives and regulations relating 

.2 


to procecsing international claims. as well as the doc&entarg material 
obtained by the Peers group during its trip to Vietnam. mhen that 
request had not been comp~ied with by January 20th, another letter 

' 

renewing the request was dhected to SeEretary ~ e s o r .  
On April 9th9 tho Subconunittee scheduled its formal lrearings, 

beginning on , . .April I 5th,. furnished-- the Department of the Army with . 7 - - -
the names of witnesses it intended to call, and requested that thev be 
made wvailable as scheduled. B y  letter dated ~ j j r - i l14th. ~ecre ta rv  * I 

Resor replied as f olluws : 
Hon. F. EDWARDH ~ B E R T ~  
(;lhn.i?mn:n,8;ixcirrl Subcon~nzi t teeo n  S o n  My.Conz?nittce o n  A m e d  

Services; H o w e  of Represen ta t iu~o ,  w&hing ton ,  D.C. 
DEARMR.CIIAIRMAN: I am deep1.y concerned to learn of your Sub- 

~ornrnitt~ee'splan to call potential witnesses in presently scheduled or 
potential. military justice proceedings .- A - . - - - * -Executive-- . -.during your formal 
Hearings, cornmenciilg on April !5 ,  1970, regard~ng.the alleged sup- 
pression of infornlntion pertaining 

2 

to the Son My incident.' 
L 

- As I have emphasized*on previous occasions, 16e fully appreciate 
your interest in obtaini?g. sufficient information to discharge your 
constitutional responsibilities. At tlle same time. however, I have ut- 
tempted-particularly in my letters of ~ecembek 19, 1966 and Janu- 
ary 6, 1970-to convey my belief that discharge of our own responsi- 
bility to execute the laws will be imperiled by such acticjns as your 
Subcommit tee now contemplates. 

While I shall not reiterate here the considerations underlying this 
conviction, I am compelled to urge once ag?in that the discharge of 
our respective re~ponsibilit~ies c m  be reconciled only if interviews by 
the Congress of \vitnesses in pending court-martial citses nre d e f e n ~ d  

nreiudice- ti-, the- d ~ ? f e ~ n d ~ l a- - --..---until t hev can be eond~acted ~ ~ i t l l o ~ t  - -- - -- -- -- - i s - -Bn-
L J 


the rnea1;time. I have alreadv furnished yo11 with -- the- f i n d i n ~ r- - - - n,ndn- -----
r&omrnendati;ns of the pee&-Macerate inquiry. The record of the 
testimony which you have requested is being provided to you as 



rapidly as it becomes available and should constitute an adequate basis 
for your independent review of these conclnsions. 

With these factors in mind, I have caref~~l lyconsidered your re-
quest, forwarded to OCLL on April 9 by Mr. Xeddan, that the Army 
arrange for the appearance before your Subcommittee of some 39 
civilian and military personnel. The vast majority-if not all--of 
these individuals are rnateri~J witnesses to offenses under the Uniform 
Code of Military Justice ~llleged to have been committed either at 
Son My or during the course of the subsequent inquiry conducted 
within the America1 Division. Thirteen of these men, furthermore, 
have been formally charged and may ultimately be tried by courts- 
uaartial. 

I have concluded, therefore, ill light of the factors discussed above 
and the problems outlined in my letter of January 6, 1970, that it 
would be inappropriate for the Army to voluntarily make available 
the witnesses requested by Mr. Redd-an. As I stated in that earlier 
letter, furthermore, I would hope that you would carefully consider 
the matters I have raised before you pursue farther a, form of investi-
gation which involves compelling the attendance of potential wit-
nesses and defendants ir. military j ustico proceedings. 

We remain anxious to cooperate with your Subcommittee, .pf?- 
vided- the- Army's ability to discharge its own responsiblh- - only that -
ties is not impaired. 

Sincerely, 
STANLEYR. REBOR, 
Secretary of the A m y .  

Col. Robert Cook, MACV Inspector General, during his testimony 
on June 22nd, referred to the report submitted by his team after its 
inspection at Quang Ngai in May 1963. The Subcommittee asked for 
a copy of the report and Col. Cook replied that he was required to 
obta~nthe permission of the Department of the Army superiors before 
he could furnish it to the Subc6mmitte.e. A staff member contacted the 
Department of the Army on June 24th to inquire when the report 
would be furnished H6 was informed that the Inspector General of 
the A m y  decided the Subcommittee could not have the complete re- 

be prepared and submitted within x few 
orf; was not transmitted to the Subcorn-

mittep. succeeded {n obtaining enough docu- 
plete its investigation, it could have been 
peditiously if the Army had been more 

Y OBSERVATIONS 

Competent itest,ixnany established conclusively that a large n 
of unarmed Vietnamese, not in uniform, were deliberately killed at 
My Lai 4on Ma\rch16,1968, as a result of Task Force Barker's opera-
tion on that datc3. Some of those killed undo~lblediycould be described 
as civilians Pmzisdy how each of these persons was killed cannot be 
determined. Hawever, them is coaa-vincing e-ddpmace that some were 
kilied by artrflspg, s& by g-nnships,and &a mmoinder by small arms 
firo. Some were killed inadvertently under cimumstances which wtluld 
preclude the wgipnent of blame. Some were deiibrately killed, and 
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that rannot be condoned. The evidence indicates that a relativelv few 
U.9. troops actually commithd any of these latter acts. But in -pissing 
judgment on those few men responsible for those acts, all pertinent 
'factors must be considered. The acts themselves should not be viewed 
in isolation. 

Based upon events which took place in the  weeks preceding March 
16, 1968, i t  is reasonable to  conclude that those "civilians9' present in 
the hamlet of My Lai 4, except those too young to do so, were there to 
aid the enemy or his cause. They had been ~reviouslv removed from 
that village to the safety of a refugee camp hit subse&ently returned. 
They had been repeatedly warned to leave the area because of the 
likelihood of military actlon which could endanger them. On two oc-T 
casions during February, they had been forced to evacuate the hamlet 
during combat action. However, thev chose to return and remain. It 
is truethat for most of them this'washome. But it was more than that. 
The village of Son lay, of which the han.~letof My Lai 4 was a part, 
was a hard core Viet Cong area and hnd been so for more than 20 
yestrs. The hamlets were fortified by ctt~nwuflagedfighting bunkers and 
used as base and supply camps for the Viet Cong and North Viet-
nannese Armv units. It was From this area that the 48th Viet con^ 
Rattalion lainched this attack on the city of Quang Ngai during t h -  
Januar-v 1968Tet offensive. 

This'thcn was the political and military climate in the area whem 
Task Force Barker of the Arnericd ~ i v i s i h n  mas conducting its opera-
tions early in 1968. And at this late date, who can judge the cumula-
tive efleets of the horrors, fears and frustrations which the men of 
"hC" Compan.~had been forced to endure just mior  to their action 
a t  My ~ a i  ~he"o rd&sand objectives for o n  March 16, of that year! 
that dav were apparentlv far  from clear, and such confusion could 
only cohpound thh 

The Subcommittee is well aware of that line of cases which holds, in 
effect, that an unIawR11 order must be resisted. This ~ m s u ~ ~ o s s sthat 
the accused has the requisite judgment capability uider tfie circum- 
stances obtaining at the ~ast , icular moment. Undoubtedlv, the correct- 
ness of a man's'deeisionAcnn be measured with acadern<~'~recision in 
the quiet comfort and safety of the Pentagon, or a courtroom. But such 
decisions on the battlefield must be made in haste and woe betide the 
man who wrongly refuses to carry out an order. Under these latter 
conditions. a man could reas~na~blv. to dace  more reliance bs ex~ected 
on his cokmander than on his c&scien&, and frdm the reported ac- 
tions of some - - of the men at My Lai, one might conclude that this is 
sxactlv what ha.mened. 

it obviou~l ihappened at  My Lai was wrong. It was contrary to 
the-. Geneva-Conventions, - . and the MACVthe Rules of E~~gagernent, -.,. 
Uirectives. dn fact, lt was SO wrong and so foreign to the normal char- 
acter and actions df our military fzrces as to immediately raise a ques-
tion as to the legal sanity a t  t6e time of those men involved. 

Those men wfio stand accused for their actions a t  My Lai have, in 
the minds of many. already been "convicted" witl~out trial. By the same 
token, the U.S. also stands "convicted" in the eyes of many around 
the world. These two tragic consequences might ha.ve been avoided 
had the 3Z-yLai incide~tbeen pr~i i~l , t iyand adequately investigated 
and reported by the Army. 

a 




Map - Appendix I (QUANG NGAI) 
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